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THE VOCABULARIES OF SCIENCE 
L. Ron Hubbard 


In all scientific systems you have a number of code words 
which operate as communication carriers, and when a person 
does not know these words well, he's having difficulty with the 
science itself. I've seen a senior in science falling down in his 
comprehension of a later part of the science because he had 
never gotten the nomenclature of the science straight to begin 
with. He did not know exactly what a British Thermal Unit was, 
or something like that - therefore later on when he's solving 
some vast and involved problem there's a datum rambling a- 
round in his head and it's not stable at all - it's getting con¬ 
fused - it's mixed up with all other data. And that is only be¬ 
cause he didn't understand what the term was in the first place. 

So just as you learn semaphore signals, just as you learn 
Morse Code, just as you learn baby talk, so, when you become 
conversant with any particular specialized subject, you must 
become conversant with its terminology. Your understanding of 
it then increases. Otherwise understanding is impeded by these 
words rattling around and not joining themselves to anything . 
If you know vaguely that such and such a word exists and yet 
have no definite understanding of what it means, it does not a- 
lign. Thus a misunderstanding of a word can cause a misalign¬ 
ment of a subject and this really is the basis of the primary 
confusion in Man's understanding of the mind. 

There have been so many words assigned to various parts of 
the mind that one would be staggered if he merely catalogued 
all of these things. Take for instance the tremendous back¬ 
ground and technology of psychoanalysis. Overpoweringly com¬ 
plicated material, most of it merely descriptive, some of it 
action terminology, such as the censor, the id, the ego, the 
alter-ego, and what not. Most of these things lined up, each 
one meaning a specific thing. But the practitioners who began 
to study this science did not have a good founding in the exact 
sciences - in other words they didn't have a model of the exact 
sciences. And in the humanities they could be as careless as 
they liked with their words, because the humanities were not 
expected to be precise or exact - not a criticism of them - it 
just means that you could have a looser command of the lan¬ 
guage. 

When they got into the study of Freud they got into this in¬ 
teresting thing - to one person an id was one thing and to an¬ 
other person it was s o m e t h ing else. And alter-ego was this 
and it was that. The confusion of terms there, practically all 
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by itself, became the totality of confusion of psychoanalysis. 

Actually psychoanalysis is as easy to understand certainly 
as Japanese. Japanese is a baby talk-very, very hard to read, 
very, very easy to talk. If you can imagine a language which 
tells you which is the subject, which is the verb, which is the 
object, every time it speaks, you can imagine this baby-talk 
kind of a language. One that doesn't have various classes or 
conjugations of verbs. A very faint kind of a language. Never¬ 
theless, it merely consists, in order to communicate with a 
Japanese, of knowing the meanings of certain words, and if you 
know the meanings of those words precisely, then when a Jap¬ 
anese comes up to you and says, "Do you want a cup of tea?" 
you don't immediately get up because you thought he said Wet 
Paint. You have a communication possibility. 

Well, similarly, with the language of psychoanalysis, the 
great difficulties inherent in understanding such a thing as psy¬ 
choanalysis became much less difficult when one viewed psy¬ 
choanalysis as a code system to relay certain meanings. It did 
not then become a problem of whether or not these phenomena 
existed or didn't exist. It simply became a problem of words 
meaning a certain precise thing. And if they meant that thing 
to everybody, then everybody was talking psychoanalysis, and 
if it didn't mean this thing to everybody, then people weren't 
talking psychoanalysis. Who knows what they were talking. 
The next thing you know they were talking Jungianism - the 
next thing you know they were talking Adlerianism - and t h e 
amount of difference between these various items is minute to 
say the least. But the language difficulties then made many 
practitioners in that field at odds with the theory, which they 
did not at any rate understand. 

You find out in Scientology that a rather arduous background 
in mathematics and in what is at least laughingly called the ex¬ 
act sciences nevertheless made for a very arduously firm 
choice of word definition. There are certain phenomena named, 
and these phenomena are specific. They are not random, they 
are very, very precise. For instance, an engram is an en- 
gram. It is a mental image picture of a moment of pain and un¬ 
consciousness. That is an engram, and if you know that you 
can find an engram. 

But we have had, in the case of the word engram, something 
of a cross-up, since there was an early use of the word in bi¬ 
ology, although it seemed to have gone out of usage, so that a 
biologist will come along now and then and look at the word en¬ 
gram and say, yes I know what an engram is. 

Well, they know what they MEAN by the word engram, but 
they have never seen one. The engrams we are talking about in 
Dianetics and Scientology we can see, but they wouldn't ever 
quite know what we're talking about if they thought it was an en- 



ergy trace on a cell. This was not discoverable with micro¬ 
scopes or anything of the sort, so I considered it a lost word 
and quite accidentally crossed up this word with the earlier bio¬ 
logical use. 

I remember one time learning Igoroti in a single night. I sat 
up by kerosene lantern and took a list of words that had been 
made by an old missionary in the hills in Luzon - the Igorot had 
a very simple language. This missionary had phoneticised 
their language and he had made a list of their main words and 
their usage and grammar. And I remember sitting up under a 
mosquito net with the mosquitos hungrily chomping their beaks 
just outside the net, and learning this language - three hundred 
words - just memorizing these words and what they meant. And 
the next day I started to get them in line and align them with 
people, and was speaking Igoroti in a very short time. 

The point here is, that it is not difficult to learn a language 
if you understand that you are learning a language. The first 
way to learn the language of Scientology is to understand clear¬ 
ly that you ARE learning a LANGUAGE and that it has in it per¬ 
haps fifty, sixty or seventy words, and that each of these words 
has a PRECISE DEFINITION. 

As far as nomenclature is concerned in Scientology, what we 
usually did was to take a verb and make a noun of it so that 
there wouldn't be any cross-up of definition. It's an interesting 
system that has been employed. We try to minimize the num¬ 
ber of words introduced. That might sound strange, but we 
have tried to minimize it. In giving a special terminology - 
we have only named those things which were really important 
to the auditor, phenomena which an auditor really had to under¬ 
stand. Therefore a knowledge of the exact definition of a word 
brought exact understanding of the phenomenon. It's that simple. 

A knowledge of Scientology first and foremost, then, is a vo¬ 
cabulary knowledge. There are probably not more than sixty 
words in Scientology of special meaning. 

We have not named to any extent invisible phenomena. An 
engram is a very viewable phenomenon. If you've ever run one 
on a preclear you know how visible it is, to the preclear and to 
you. 

The first word we have, however, in the entire language of 
Scientology, is, unfortunately, a NON-viewable thing - the Sta¬ 
tic. It is non-viewable but it is experiencable, so it isn't com¬ 
pletely removed into the never-never land. But from there on 
we do have almost all of our terminology in VIEWABLE form. 
It's examinable. It can be measured. 

A fellow by the name of Wundt, in 1879 in Leipzig, Germany, 
invented a thing called psychology, which was mainly-his main 
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interest seems to have been - the study of mental behaviour 
through physiology. The subject which has come down to us 
from there called psychology has not been defined much dif¬ 
ferently since Wundt, and that is the way the mind has been 
studied - through physiology. Well, the man's hunch wasn't 
too far wrong, in that practically everything in the mind is 
viewable and does have some mass and does exist in space and 
is something that you could put your hands on very easily and 
say "that is THAT". 

We don't know whether Wundt knew this or not. The psycho¬ 
logists don't know it even vaguely today, and they think th a t 
what they are dealing with is a totally abstract, theoretical, 
never-never land subject, and that's why they choose it. 

But if YOU don't know this then you're apt to go adrift on the 
terminology of Scientology and on Scientology itself. You're 
apt to go very badly adrift and believe that we're dealing with 
abstracts and intangibles. This may be an overlooked suppo¬ 
sition on your part. Psychology studies abstracts and intan¬ 
gibles. We're not studying, however, psychology. 

We're studying hearable, measurable, weighable, meter- 
able phenomena - right below the level of Static. From the 
static you go immediately into experiencable, viewable pheno¬ 
mena. And even the static is experiencable. 

So we're not outside the realm of experience anywhere in 
Scientology. Everything we deal with is something that can have 
concrete form or example. This is an interesting thing. 

I've given you this fast summary on terminology itself so 
that you could, see that if this word randomity and if the word 
automaticity cannot be clearly understood it must be being 
viewed then as some abstract thing, and it's not an abstract 
thing. 


Randomity and Automaticity 


We find the earliest introduction of the subject randomity in 
the Dianetic Axioms in the fall of 1951. 

The word RANDOMITY was needed as a further expression 
of MOTION, I've been talking to you recently of "things that 
were too motionless" - tolerance of things which were too mo¬ 
tionless and tolerance of things which had too much motion. We 
find that we have to increase people's tolerance of these. It 
shows u# that if people had difficulties with the tolerance of 
thiftgs that w%re too motionless and too motionful, we had with 
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this word randomity a rather upset circumstance - people didn't 
like to grasp this word. Well, we have a further explanation of 
it today, and as a result of that further explanation we have a 
better chance of gripping this and using it. 

Randomity means in essence COMPARABLE MOTION. Com¬ 
parable to what? Comparable to the consideration of motion. 
So we have PLUS randomity and we have MINUS randomity. In 
other words we can have, from the individual's consideration, 
too much or too little motion, or enough motion. What's ENOUGH 
motion measured by - the consideration of the individual. Take 
for example, a man eating a meal in the presence of two friends . 
He thought he was eating about right. The fellow next to him 
thought he was eating too fast and the fellow across from him 
thought he was eating too slow. 

So, it's a consideration of motion. A traffic cop views the 
field of automobile traffic with a consideration of minus ran¬ 
domity compared to the motorist's idea of motion of cars. The 
motorist's consideration of optimum randomity is plus random¬ 
ity compared to the cop's consideration. 

If you've ever driven down a deserted highway you may re¬ 
member having a little, vague suspicion that there was some¬ 
thing not quite right about going down that road all by yourself. 
No other traffic to view. This tells you at once that it may or 
may not be a road. You know that you consider it a road - but 
do other people? An eight-lane highway could give you this idea 
that the road was closed under repair or that it wasn't consider¬ 
ed by everyone else to be a road at all, if there was notraffic 
in sight for very many miles. 

There is a certain amount of traffic randomity that a motor¬ 
ist is used to and is comfortable about. A New York cabbie, if 
you put him in a cab out in the middle of Arizona, would be out¬ 
side his area of optimum randomity. He'd want at least a hun¬ 
dred fifty cars stacked up at the next intersection, and here he 
has to drive a hundred miles to get any intersection at all. It's 
his consideration of motion. 

Well, he has a certain tolerance for the random particles 
which in the case of traffic follow certain channels, but which 
nevertheless are pretty random on those channels. So he has 
the idea of randomity in traffic. 

Randomity also contains the aspect of UNEXPECTEDNESS. 
Unexpectedness is inherent to the idea of randomness. In other 
words you have to have ENOUGH unexpectedness. You have 
your idea of how much unexpectedness there should be in life . 
Well, so does the New York taxi driver have his idea of how 
much unexpectedness there should be in traffic, and if he were 
to drive in a totally orderly community where the unexpected- 
zero this man would probably go to sleep or go un- 


ness was 



conscious or do something - he would eventually run off the 
road. But maybe after he was at it for many, many weeks he 
would "get used to it. " 


So then this word randomity contains the idea of CONDITION¬ 
ING. It is the only place where we find the subject of condition¬ 
ing in Dianetics and Scientology. 


The reason I'm talking about randomity here is that it is one 
of the wider concepts, and a little harder perhaps to grasp than 
any other. Yet you can set it up and view it very easily. 


We could set up something like this: a table that a person 
could sit in front of which would have all kinds of holes and run¬ 
ways in it for marbles. We could have these marbles popping 
up through the holes and taking different paths and bumping a- 
round at different levels and rates of speed and abundance. 


In other words, we could have a table set up that would pre¬ 
sent a person with a certain level of randomity and we could in¬ 
clude a controlled unexpectedness factor. 

We could find out from this actually what the person's idea of 
optimum motion was. We could find out what amount of unex¬ 
pectedness and rapidness of motion he would be comfortable 
about. 


After a while the person starts to get nervous if you pop too 
many marbles out of those holes. They're coming out of the 
holes, and there are lots of them, and they're disappearing and 
appearing cotnpletely unexpectedly, smashing and cracking to¬ 
gether and so forth, and he's likely to sit there and say, "There's 
just too damned many marbles!" He doesn't like it. 


Just below that level of motion he'll say 
ing. " 


'That's interest- 


And just below that level he sits there and says, "...mar¬ 
bles. . . " One pops up and runs across the table, another one 
pops up, the first one disappears, another one pops up and runs 

across the table, etc., and he says Ho-hum. .. marbles That 
is MINUS RANDOMITY. ...maroies. That 


When he was interested, that was HIS randomity; that was 
optimum randomity. Where you had too many marbles moving 
too fast you had PLUS RANDOMITY. With relationship to what! 
though? With relationship to this person, this thinkingness, 
this mind. His idea of randomity was what it was. 


You see that it has to be this way when you test a youngster 
who likes action on something like this. His reaction to the test 
would be that you would have to have the marbles popping up and 
shooting across there with such a suddenness and such a blur 



and such a whirr and such a snap that you yourself would probab¬ 
ly stand there and watch and feel slightly uncomfortable. And 
this kid says, "My, how interesting. " But you drop it down to 
the number of marbles that was optimum for this other fellow 
and the kid will say, "Oh, let's go out and play ball. " 

Now we have to have this thing called randomity. It's an un¬ 
fortunate thing if it is incomprehensible at times. We have to 
have these things plus randomity, minus randomity and opti¬ 
mum randomity. 

What is his idea of unexpected motion necessary to the living 
of a life? How much randomity does he have to have to live? 
Which at the same time would say - stay interested inlife. How 
much would he have to have ? 

A guy in space opera? WOW! Well, you have to have a fight 
between fleets at least once a week. You didn't have a good li¬ 
berty at all unless five men were killed. That time was no fun 
at all - after they shot all the women there was just nothing left 
to do. 

Idea of the amount of motion, unexpectedness, sudden event, 
the twist and turn to life is very, very high there. Therefore 
you have space opera engrams very easily in suspense on the 
track. They look like confusion. A fellow has been in space 
opera, and now he looks at the engram, and he says, nossir , 
that's confusion. 

Now the only reason we're resurrecting this word and dust¬ 
ing it off and using if more frequently is that it is a better state¬ 
ment of confusion than the word confusion. The word confusion 
means at once PLUS RANDOMITY, and it's therefore a special¬ 
ized kind of randomity. It means: motion unexpected above the 
tolerance level of the person viewing it. And that is the defini¬ 
tion of the word confusion. 

So if a STABLE DATUM is necessary' to the alignment of 
data, and if a stable datum can be pulled out of an area of align¬ 
ed data with the result of confusion, we have to have a better 
understanding of what we mean by confusion. If we're going to 
process it we certainly had better understand it. It better be a 
nice, clear thing to us, because we are likely to look at a pre¬ 
clear and consider that he is under a confusion. When as a 
matter of fact, he might be in a MINUS RANDOMITY. 

A good statement of a minus randomity would be: things are 
too slow. Things are certainly slow around here. Life is dull. 
There is nothing happening. 

A consideration of how much motion and unexpectedness of 
motion there is in the environment. How much unexpected hap¬ 
penstance. How much pattern of action. And this would be mi- 
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nus when there was too little for the tolerance of the individual. 

So we need to have a word to match confusion. It looks like 
there is a hole in the English language. Thus once more we 
have this word randomity. It's describing something which has 
been viewed, which is not adequately described in English. And 
that we are viewing it and describing it and naming it some¬ 
where within the bounds of comprehensibility is quite remark¬ 
able. 


MINUS RANDOMITY as the opposite of CONFUSION. "Things 
are too stable. " "Do you know that little Benny has not fallen 
out of the window for three days !" "Do you realize I have not 
burned myself all morning. " "Do you realize there hasn't been 
a single accident out there on the highway all afternoon!" "How 
dull - everything is travelling only at rocket speed!" That could 
be one fellow's idea of minus randomity, or opposite of confu¬ 
sion. Things are not sufficiently confusing, random, unexpec¬ 
ted, in motion, so he's saying, "How dull. " 

This other chap looks at one horse walking down one street 
and says to himself, "Horse! ! ! Things are going too fast a- 
round here for me ! " 

Unless you understand that there can be a difference of con¬ 
sideration about this you would have a hard time trying to grip 
the preclear's idea of how much stable data he needs. Now how 
much stable data do you think this fellow needs? One horse go¬ 
ing down one street. He needs ONE STABLE DATUM PER PAR¬ 
TICLE. Therefore, he needs an ENORMOUS amount of infor¬ 
mation to keep the world from falling in on him and turning up¬ 
side down and spilling in his lap. He just needs a tremendous 
quantity. He needs dictionaries full, he needs encyclopedias 
full, he needs libraries full, he needs scribes working on every 
side continually to catalogue, catalogue, catalogue, catalogue . 
And each word to him is not only a stable datum, it's a Sacred 
Datum. If we moved just one word out of line in a cataloguing 
of a hundred million words this fellow would become extremely 
uncomfortable. 

We have whole sciences which are cataloguing sciences. If 
Francis Baconhadn't wanted to give an example of what science 
was we would probably never, even today have had a science of 
botany, but Bacon used once, as an illustration of what a science 
would be, a science of botany. He used the classification of flo¬ 
wers as his illustration and instantly it became a science and 
from there on it is catalogue. Forafellow to be willing to study 
botany he has to be willing to tolerate a tremendous lack of mo¬ 
tion, from most of our viewpoints. But from his own viewpoint 
his ability to tolerate motion or no motion never comes into 
question. He's perfectly happy going along with one-stable- 
datum-per-item. 



To most of us this would be unthinkably arduous. So you can 
see that we have an intolerance for that little randomity. 

The bottom line of this gradient scale would appear to be 
one-stable-datum-per-particle. That should be the bottom of 
the randomity scale - but it isn't. The bottom would be no par¬ 
ticle no space. And we would be back to a static. And out of 
this you at once recognize why a static wants havingness and 
particles: you have a game. 

Below minus randomity is NO RANDOMITY. Of any kind. 
People do not usually like this at all. Starting up scale we get 
- a few particles. One could be at this point for two reasons: 
because he is shuddering away from confusion and therefore is 
getting a stable-datum-per-particle, or he could be at thatpoint 
because he has a tremendous tolerance for confusion AND for 
motionlessness. 

Now if he is cataloguing one stable datum per particle at the 
minus randomity end of the scale, then he is doing this inter¬ 
esting thing: this fellow is shuddering away from all confusion 
and particles because he's trying to USE UP all existing par¬ 
ticles and stable data. He's trying to match these two things . 
So he's trying to use up all possible confusion. 

If this same fellow had a high tolerance of confusion in the 
first place and had used up all these particles in this fashion, 
matching particle for stable datum, with everything catalogued, 
everything in order, he would run out of confusions. And he 
would have a SCARCITY OF confusion. So, taking another look 
at this randomity scale: we could have a scarcity of confusion, 
or a scarcity of motionlessness. A scarcity at either end. We 
could have either condition or both conditions, and NOT depen¬ 
ding upon which end we were viewing it from. 

Then we ask this: what is plus randomity and what is minus 
randomity? 

FROM THE VIEWPOINT OF THE INDIVIDUAL, SOME¬ 
THING WHICH HAS IN IT TOO MUCH MOTION OR UNEXPEC¬ 
TEDNESS FOR HIS TOLERANCE is plus randomity, and THAT 
THING WHICH HAS TOO LITTLE MOTION IN IT FOR HIS TOL¬ 
ERANCE is minus randomity. 

Now, how he gets into these states is the entire subject of 
scarcity. 

For example: the fellow who falls into a plus randomity with 
great speed. His tolerance of motion is so slight that almost 
any motion is a plus randomity to him. A second horse gets 
into the street and he practically has a nervous breakdown. 
That fellow will have a tendency to do this: instead of matching 
a stable datum for a particle, he will take all particles and stop 
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them (he starts to apply force) and then brings all of these par¬ 
ticles into a mass so that they are each taken care of. He can 
look at this whole group of particles and say, "That's a table. " 
"That's a rock." Now he's got ALL. of the particles named. 
He's named it a rock. He's not going to do anything about these 
particles. He's going to just mass them. That is the state of 
mind which gets you mass. 

Unless you simply mock it up to have mass. There's always 
that going on. Mock up a universe to have a universe, etc., or 
you can evolve them or have reasons for them. But this is us¬ 
ually the case - that an individual who is obsessively making 
mass has an intolerance of motion to the degree that a second 
horse on the street would give him a nervous breakdown. So he 
takes any particles that are in motion and he is actually ill about 
this until he can take the particles and push them together and 
say, "Ah, a rock. Whew! Now we can have some peace around 
here. " 

At the other end, the fellow in space opera: there's been a 
riot that morning, there's been a fire in Bunker 4, three pri¬ 
soners have escaped and were shot in the courtyard, andso 
forth, and this fellow is saying, "Gee, things have slowed down 
around here! Let's create some confusion and get some mo¬ 
tion started. Let's drop a false message into the message 
center: WE ARE ABOUT TO BE ATTACKED BY THE PRU- 
VIANS or something. Let's get something GOING around here. " 

Well now, that individual will DISPERSE things. He'll dis¬ 
perse things preferably with an unknown. And then he has an 
enormous amount of data, none of which has any identification 
at all. Hi8 level of expectedness and unexpectedness is way up. 
He'll have a wonderful time wondering if he can possibly make 
head nor tail of any of this: "Gosh, look at that! The president 
shot, and I'm plugged, and gee, you know, I can't make any 
sense out of it at all ?!?!?!?!?! 11 

You get the idea, then, how people vary unexpectedness and 
motion to fit their own considerations. There is, however, 
such a thing as a state of good health in connection with this . 
That sounds odd, but there is one. And that is: for an individual 
to act in either capacity by changing his consideration on the 
subject of randomity itself. In other words retain or attain li¬ 
berty of increasing or decreasing tolerance on motion at will. 
You can look at two horses on the street and say, "That's too 
many, " or look at a morning in space opera and say, "That's 
too slow, " with no difficulty whatsoever. Or you can say that 
the morning in space opera was too fast and the two horses on 
the street were not enough. You could do anything you wanted 
on it. That would be a state of health regarding tolerance level 
of randomity. But where an individual has lost his ability to vary 
his considerations of confusion and motionlessness, which is to 
say, his plus and minus randomity, he has lost his ability to 



have a game, and will then find himself being put out of games 
which do not fit his fixed opinion. Therefore he has limited him¬ 
self in the number of games into which he can enter. And as an 
individual can shift his consideration of randomity, so he can 
play large numbers of games. And as his consideration on the 
subject of randomity becomes more and more fixed, so that there 
is just a certain amount of motion he can tolerate, just a certain 
amount of motion that he can't tolerate, when he's fixed right 
there somewhere on the scale between total confusion and total 
motionlessness, and that's IT, he has to find a game which fits 
that idea of a game. His idea of an optimum randomity. What, 
then, is a game? A game is an optimum randomity. That is a 
satisfactory game - optimum randomity. What is an end-ofr- 
game? Un-optimum randomity - without regard to whether it 
is plus or minus, too fast for him or too slow for him. That's 
just both sides of a fixed consideration. 

An individual's ability to LIVE, then will to a marked degree 
depend upon his ability to shift his consideration of what is con¬ 
fusion, what is motionlessness. And if he can't shift this opin¬ 
ion - he is sunk. 

The organization or the person which tells the individual to 
conform to the environment tells him to FIX his opinion of ran¬ 
domity to that environment, has asked that individual to die the 
moment the randomity factor alters in the invironment. It's 
asked him to run out of games. 

Another factor enters into this which is the saving grace, 
and that is, the emergency factor or the NECESSITY LEVEL . 
A necessity level is a sudden increase of randomity to a suf¬ 
ficiency that the individual makes a momentary adjustment to 
it. In other words, momentarily increases his tolerance for un¬ 
expected motion. The unexpected motion is there so great that 
it puts him into a higher level of motion and he takes care of it. 
That is necessity level - it is the randomity itself driving the 
person. When the randomity kicks the person he knows he must 
move. 

But necessity level only occurs where the individual is in a 
total stimulus-response condition with the randomity itself. And 
it is nothing to count upon at all. Give them that much more 
motion and people are just as likely to stayfixed as to go faster. 
Create TOO MUCH randomity TOO FAST, and people WILL stay 
fixed. They will not react on a necessity level at all. 

Unfortunately there is no such thing as a "non-necessity level" 
or a "non-emergency level", where thing s suddenly move too 
slow for the individual. We don't have any mechanism to take 
care of that. 

So people try to build up their tolerance for speed by going 
faster and faster and faster, and they think they then can go 
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faster and faster and faster, and they never drop back toward 
tolerance of motionlessness. It's actually more important in 
this time and place to adjust people's ideas of motionlessness 
and the tolerance of motionlessne ss than the tolerance for speed. 
There are very many ways you could do this - you could have a 
person SIT motionless for a very long time, but he usually can't 
tolerate that. It exceeded his tolerances instead of building his 
tolerances on a gradient scale. Certain processes have done 
this to some extent for quite a while now, to considerable bene¬ 
fit. 


One way you could do this is have the preclear say things are 
going fast when they are practically standing still, and then he 
tolerates them easily, but actually he's gotten around it, hasn't 
tolerated any motionlessness, he has simply tolerated his new 
consideration. 

The auditor has a great deal to do with this today. He can 
actually produce plus and minus randomity in the individual at 
will. He can stuff the individual full, one way or the other, of 
stable data. And that produces for the individual to some de¬ 
gree, minus randomity. He can pull some stable data out of 
the reactive banks, and he will at once produce plus randomity. 
he can thus alter his reaction to motion, his randomity, by 
handling DATA. But remember, ' this is a low order of thing 
compared to changing the CONSIDERATION of a person. 

Now, as an auditor, you have to know that you can add to or 
subtract from the data of an individual, and thereby give him 
plus or minus randomity. Remember, though, that he would 
only get a plus or minus randomity if he had a fixed consideration 
on the situation. But you have to know this business about put¬ 
ting in and pulling out stable data and producing randomity be¬ 
cause it explains THE VARIOUS REACTIONS OF THE PRE¬ 
CLEAR TO AUDITING. He's learning more, the world's get¬ 
ting more and more even, more and more stable to him, more 
real, and all of a sudden he adjusts by giving up a stable datum 
(which you very often misname a consideration). Here he is, 
getting more data, and his attitude, his consideration of ran¬ 
domity is FIXED. So as you give him more data and he spots 
more things and he gets more stable data all around, why, he 
simply gives up some of his old data, you haven't actually 
changed his randomity. If you're doing a smooth job of A-R-C , 
you're gradually upgrading him to a higher tolerance of every¬ 
thing. One of the ways he will adjust it is to suddenly spit out 
some old, aberrated data. That is a stable datum. You have 
simply moved in one stable datum and moved out one stable da¬ 
tum. The point of this is, you have to change his consideration 
of speed, that's all. You have to change his ABILITY to change 
his consideration of speed. 


All right, what, then, is this thing called AUTOMATICITY? 
If automatic ity is related to randomity, which it is, then IT 



would have a lot to do with c on s i d e r a t i o n, too, wouldn't it? 
Automaticity means: Non self-determined action which ought 
to be determined by the individual. The individual ought to be 
determining an action and he is not determining it. That's a 
pretty broad consideration. It's something not under the con¬ 
trol of the individual. But if we said, something not under the 
control of the individual, as a total, unqualified definition of 
automaticity, we would have this, then: that car that just went 
down the street would be an automaticity to you. You didn't 
have control of it. So this is not a precision definition. The 
precision definition has "which ought to be under the control of 
the individual. " 

An individual will tolerate within himself so much random 
action of the materials which he ought to be controlling. For 
instance, you, if you are fairly good driver, would have no dif¬ 
ficulty, when you were starting your car in the morning, in tol¬ 
erating the fact that it killed a couple of times before you got it 
going. So the sudden stopping of the motor was not really an 
automaticity to you. There is an expectedness in it. Or let's 
take an unexpectedness - you shifted the gears and didn't quite 
get it in gear - if your tolerance of randomity was good, if your 
ability to change considerations was good - you'd flip the gear 
in, and then it didn't quite go in again and you had to make a se¬ 
cond pass at it, that's an U N e xp e c t e d motion. It's still not 
really an automaticity, except in the severest definition of the 
word. Something has occured which you should have controlled 
but didn't. 

Now, we see automaticity and use the word mainly in connec¬ 
tion with just this: motion in the bank - facsimiles in motion 
around one - under the control or not under the control of the 
individual. 

Many an individual will get all kinds of fast motions in the 
bank - pictures, action, machinery, etc.,'and not even con¬ 
sider it vaguely random. That’s all right, he says. But they 
should be controlling it - it ought to be doing what they say. 
Well, from their opinion, it is. 

This other fellow, a fellow with a different consideration of 
randomity, gets one picture shifting an inch to the right unex¬ 
pectedly - "there's an automaticity going on here, " he says. 

Another fellow has a machine; he tells it to mock up dogs , 
so it mocks up blue dogs, pink dogs, and then moves over to 
the other side and mocks up green dogs, purple dogs, and then 
mocks up from the back dogs with hats on, dogs with canes, 
dogs with heavy fur, dogs with light fur, dogs with five feet, 
dogs with two feet - "Ho hum - life's running as usual. . . " 

When the preclear says to you that there's an awful lot of 
Action in the bank, that means that he considers that the action 
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in the bank which he is confronting is an awful lot. It doesn't 
tell you how much action YOU would say there is in the bank. 
So it's the PRECLEAR'S consideration and opinion that makes 
an automaticity. Not yours. It's the amount of randomness 
which he ought to be controlling but which he isn't controlling, 
and that depends upon the amount of randomness which he can 
tolerate. And if he can tolerate a tremendous amount of ran¬ 
domly, plus or minus, then nothing looks random to him at 
all. And the funny part of it is - he can control it, too. And 
where these two things join at the crossroads you've got con¬ 
trol of phenomena in the bank. If an individual can tolerate it 
he can control it. 

If he can't tolerate it he can't control it and that's all there 
is to it. 

I hope you have some better understanding of these two words 
and what we are doing today in auditing. The relation of Stable 
Datum to confusion is actually the relation of the stable datum 
to randomity. You have to have a clear understanding of ran- 
domity before you enter in upon that in teaching Scientology, 
auditing preclears and in developing your own understanding of 
the material of Scientology. 


THE NEW BOOK! ! ! 

Scientology: The Fundamentals of Thought 

by L. Ron Hubbard 

The basic book of the theory and practice 
of Scientology for beginners and instructors. 

Autographed edition. $2. 50 

No discounts 


ALSO A NEW RELEASE! ! ! 

L. RON HUBBARD'S PABs, 

BOOK 4 

The PAB Books are a condensed and corrected version of 
the fabulous material which through the years has 
gone out twice a month from L, Ron Hubbard to 
professionals throughout the world. 

The complete student as well as the professional should 
have these complete, all four of them. 

Each costs only $1. 00, a very spectacular book bargain. 
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by Silcox and Maynard 

The thorough book on the 
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$3. 00 

Available now! 

The first hard-cover edition 
of 

Scientoloy: 8-8008 

by L. Ron Hubbard 

With new material added. 
The book of the anatomy 
and use of the physical 
universe and games. 
$2.50 

Another new hard-cover 
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Dianetics, 1955! 

by L. Ron Hubbard 

The basic book of 
modern communications 
theory and process. 

$3.00 

SUMMARY OF SCIENTOLOGY 
by Jean F. Horner, D. Sen. 
Designed by the author to in¬ 
troduce the English speaking 
reader to the scope and in¬ 
tention-of the subject of Sci¬ 
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The Academy 

Director: Richard F. Steves, D. D., D.Scn. 

Training the professional and advanced professional Scientolo¬ 
gist for broad and successful practice in the field anywhere 
H. C.A. (Hubbard Certified Auditor) 8 weeks, tuition $500.00 
H. A. A. (Hubbard Advanced Auditor) 5 weeks, tuition $285. 00 
Night Professional Course (3 evenings per week, 48 weeks), 

tuition $325. 00 

Indoctrination Course; included in all Academy courses 
Apply to: Donovan Crandell, Registrar 

1812 19th Street, N. W. 

Washington, D. C. 

Living accomodations of all price levels available nearby 

H.G.C. 

The Hubbard Guidance Center 
Director: Julia Lewis, D.D., D.Scn. 

Intensive processing in three week and one-week periods by 
auditors personally trained and coached by L. Ron Hubbard. 


The Three-Week Intensive.$1, 250. 00 

The One-Week Intensive.$500. 00 


Complete before-after psychometric and scientometric pro¬ 
files included. Pleasant living accomodations, both at the 
Center and nearby, available at reasonable rates. 

Apply to: Dr. Julia M. Lewis, Director 

2315 15th Street, N. W. 

_ Washington, D.C. _ 

The 

Distribution 
Center 

of Dianetics and Scientology 

Serving you with 
all books, 
tape recordings, 
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and with ABILITY Magazine 
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at: 



HObart 2-6767 
Call Mr. Powell 
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SCIENTOLOGY TAPE RECORDINGS 

High fidelity tape recordings of lectures, group processing 
and auditing demonstrations by L. Ron Hubbard, founder of 
Dianetics and Scientology. 

Recording speed - 3 3/4 inches per second -half track 
VERY IMPORTANT! ! ! 

Scientology Basic Course Lectures - 6 hour set.$30. 00 

(no discount) Stimulating - vital for any Scientologist. 

The Academy Lecture Series (list price).$60. 00 

These lectures cover important back-ground material in 
addition to most of the actual procedures of Level One of 
SIX LEVELS OF PROCESSING. These tapes are not re¬ 
stricted only to the professional auditor. Individuals and 
groups without previous background understand and use 
this series of tapes with great success. 

reel 1. side A: "Rugged Individualism"; B: "Union Station" 
reel 2. side A; "The Auditor's PublicB: Axiom 53: "The 
Axiom of the Stable Datum" 

reel 3. side A: "The Unknown Datum" - a Mest-shaking 
lecture; B: "Postulates 1, 2, 2 and 4a 
new understanding of AXIOM 36. " 

The Six Levels of Modern Auditing: Basic Series (list) . .$75. 00 
The lectures that wowed the New Year's 1956 Washington 
Congress on each of the SIX LEVELS OF PROCESSING now 
go into the general distribution line, and you and your group 
can buy not only these Congress lectures, but an extra half 
hour of L. Ron Hubbard on each of the Six Levels. This 
makes a package of THREE TWO HOUR REELS for $75.00. 
Every Scientologist should knowthe material on these tapes 
cold and clear. Here are elucidated the Stable Data of Sci¬ 
entology by L. Ron Hubbard in the material he considers the 
most important for auditors. Out of this is built the stan¬ 
dard of auditing for the years to come. Recorded at the 
Highest Fidelity on Ampex Professional equipment. 

VERY HIGH PRIORITY ! ! ! ! 

1956 Auditor Prep Course (less discount).$250. 00 

14 hours of Hi-Fi recorded lectures by L. Ron Hubbard. The 
background of SLP 8! ! A series of technical lectures cover¬ 
ing: Fundamental Auditing Style, Universe, Body Behavior, 
Thought, the Scientology of the GE, Havingness, Repair and 
Remedy of Ha ving ne s s 1956, Exteriorization, Games and 
Havingness, MEST Decisional Processing. 

Games Congress 1956 (less discount). $250.00 

13 hours of the fabulous Games Congress of September 1956 
in Washington, D. C. , comprising of lectures and group pro¬ 
cessing by L. Ron Hubbard as well as demonstrations of 
auditing procedure. 

H. C.A. Intensive Training Lectures (no discount).$275.00 

21 half-hour reels (single half-track per reel). Available only 
to D. Sen. s with Right to Train to professional level. 
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DI. A. NET'. ICS : noun. A system for 
the analysis, control and development 
of human thought evolved from a set 
of coordinated axioms which also pro¬ 
vide techniques for the treatment of a 
wide range of mental disorders and 
organic diseases : term and doctrines 
introduced by L. Ron Hubbard, Amer¬ 
ican engineer. (Gr. dianoetikos dia, 
through, plus noos, mind) di. a. net'. ic, 
adj. 


SCIENTOLOGY is a system of organ¬ 
ized axioms resolving problems of 
the spirit, life and thought, developed 
through the application of the method¬ 
ology of the exact sciences to the hu¬ 
manities by L. Ron Hubbard, Ameri¬ 
can engineer and philosopher. (L., 
Scio - Knowing in the fullest sense, 
Gr., logos - study) 


THE OFFICIAL PUBLICATION OF 
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